A systematic review and meta-analysis on the effect of implant length on the survival of rough-surface dental implants.
A meta-analysis on the survival of short implants compared to conventional implants has never been performed. Therefore, the aim of this study was to address the focused question "Is there a significant difference in survival between short (<or=8 or <10 mm) and conventional (>or=10 mm) rough-surface dental implants placed in 1) totally or 2) partially edentulous patients?" by conducting a systematic review and meta-analysis of prospective studies published in the dental literature in the English language up to and including August 2007. PubMed and the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL) databases were scanned electronically, and seven journals were searched manually. In the first phase of selection, titles and abstracts, and in the second phase, full texts, were evaluated autonomously and in duplicate by two reviewers. Extensive contact with authors was carried out in search of missing, unclear, or unpublished data. The electronic and manual search provided, respectively, 1,056 and 14,417 titles and abstracts. In the second phase of selection, the complete text of 300 articles was examined, and 37 articles reporting on 22 patient cohorts were selected. Meta-analyses revealed no statistically significant difference in survival between short (<or=8 or <10 mm) and conventional (>or=10 mm) rough-surface implants placed in totally or partially edentulous patients. Within the limitations of this systematic review, the placement of short rough-surface implants is not a less efficacious treatment modality compared to the placement of conventional rough-surface implants for the replacement of missing teeth in either totally or partially edentulous patients.